COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PARKING REQUIREMENTS
AND SURVEY RESULTS - HOTEL
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COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PARKING REQUIREMENTS
AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION - HOTEL



COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PARKING REQUIREMENTS
AND SURVEY RESULTS - OFFICE

3.00

2.75

N N N
o N Ul
o Ul o

-
N
(6]

= -
o N
o ul

Observed Parking Ratio (spaces/1,000 sf)
o
3 tn
Ul o

o
2.1
o
® .
1.8
o
1.6
® O Average Observed
OO0 0 - Ratio (1.3)
® i3 13 i3
®
®
1.0
o
® -

0.6

Sites within Enhanced Transit Area

o
21
Average Observed
o Ratio (1.8)
1.7
o
1,5

Sites outside
Enhanced Transit
Area

=
o
=5
W)
m S
éZ
S o
o
=z >
m <
= U
—q >
_U;U
;UU
OU)
m O
(@)
Q=
0]




COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PARKING REQUIREMENTS
AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION - OFFICE

Comparison of Parking Requirements
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* DC allows a 50% reduction for transit; Arlington allows lower ratios through additional TMP contributions

d04 SAYVANVLS ONIAYVd

=2
M
=
O
M
<
M
[y
o
3
=<
M
Z
_|
o
p.
O
(-
M
@
_|
0p

o
Ul
—




COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PARKING REQUIREMENTS
AND SURVEY RESULTS - RESTAURANT
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* Allows for exemptions for small uses



COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PARKING REQUIREMENTS
AND SURVEY RESULTS - RETAIL
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